REMARKS 

Claims 2-5, 7, 9-16, 18-21, 23-31, and 42-44 are now pending in the application. 
Claim 8 has been rewritten in independent fomri as new independent Claim 44, support 
for which can be found throughout the Applicants' specification as originally filed. In 
addition to previously cancelled Claims 1, 6, 17, and 22, Claims 8 and 32-41 are now 
cancelled. The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the 
rejection(s) in view of the amendments and remarks contained herein. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The Supplemental Infomiation Disclosure Statement (IDS) submitted by Applicants 
on May 17. 2006 has been objected to as failing to comply with the requirements under 37 
CFR 1.98(a)(1). The PCT Search Report/Correspondence (Written Opinion of the 
International Search Authority) for PCTAJS2004/029358 mailed on 20 April 2006 was 
timely submitted with the IDS in accordance with the provisions of MPEP 609.04(a)(lll) to 
fulfill Applicants' duty of disclosure to the USPTO under 37 CFR 1 .56. More specifically. 
Applicants submitted the PCT Correspondence to provide a concise explanation of 
relevance related to some art that had been previously considered by the Examiner (as 
the art was cited in Notice of References Cited or in IDS 1449's submitted by Applicants). 
Thus, in the IDS submitted on May 17, 2006, no 1449 form was submitted with the IDS, 
because the cited references had already been reviewed by the Examiner at a previous 
juncture in prosecution. 

The MPEP at 609.04(a)(lll) states "that although a concise explanation of the 
relevance of the infomnation is not required for English language information, applicants 
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are encouraged to provide a concise explanation of why the English-language information 
is being submitted and how it is understood to be relevant. Concise explanations 
(especially those which point out the relevant pages and lines) are helpful to the Office, 
particularly where documents are lengthy and complex and applicant is aware of a section 
that is highly relevant to patentability or where a large number of documents are submitted 
and applicant is aware that one or more are highly relevant to patentability." Thus, in 
much the same manner as using the IDS document to ensure that the USPTO/Examiner 
is aware of items that are not prior art, but might potentially be relevant to the patentability 
of the claims (such as identifying related co-pending U.S. applications), Applicants 
provided a copy of the PCT Correspondence to the USPTO for the Examiner's 
consideration, so that there can be no doubt that Applicants have fulfilled their duty of 
disclosure and have not intentionally withheld any infomnation from the USPTO. An 
Examiner is obliged to consider all material that is submitted in an IDS, including for 
reasons such as those set forth above in MPEP 609.04(a)(lll). 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 2-5, 7, 9, 12, 14-16, 18-21, 23, 25, 28, 30, 31, 42 and 43 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by The Advisory Board Company's 
Chapter 4 - Managing Core Competencies of the Corporation, Tactic #17 
Organizational Network Mapping, hereinafter referred to as "Tactic 17." This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

At the outset, Applicants note that new Claim 44 has been introduced, which 
incorporates the allowable subject matter of Claim 8 into an independent claim. 
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Tactic 17 fails to describe each and every limitation of rejected independent 
Claims 42 and 43, thus, it fails to anticipate all of these rejected claims. Tactic 17 
reiterates the prior art by providing a graphical networking map, as well as certain 
values. Tactic 17 is entitled "Organization Network Mapping" and merely relates to 
using social network analysis techniques to generate graphic representations that 
expose flaws in work interactions within a single organization. See for example, Pg. 
397, 398, 400, 402-409. Tactic 17 fails to teach or suggest a model that generates a 
single output value based on analyzing data related to four separate components. The 
claimed invention provides a model that analyzes various components to provide a 
single quantitative output value that accounts for the weighted value of respective 
components of the claimed invention, thus removing subjectivity and enabling the ability 
to objectively detemnine a condition of the relationship. 

Due to the graphical nature of the output, the interpretation of network maps such 
as in Tactic 17 is highly subjective. Tactic 17 cautions that "a careful assessment 
required for true understanding of network maps" is necessary. Pg. 408. Further, 
Tactic 17 warns against the interpreter making "snap decisions" when analyzing such 
graphical maps. Pg. 408. In contrast, the models of Claims 42 and 43 both generate a 
single output value by analyzing the weighted values of the respectively claimed 
components, namely level of joint work, level of communication, quality of interaction, 
and connectivity of social structure of relationship. An objective output value is 
generated that can be used to determine a condition of a collaborative relationship. 
Tactic 17 provides no description or suggestion of a model that integrates and analyzes 
weighted component inputs to arrive a single output value that can be used to 
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determine a condition of the relationship between two distinct entities, but Instead 
reiterates certain prior art techniques. 

For the following additional reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that Tactic 17 
does not describe or suggest the invention as claimed in Claims 42 or 43 or in their 
respective rejected dependent claims. First, there is no description in Tactic 17 of a 
level of joint work component that includes both a joint work importance component and 
a joint work frequency component. The Office Action states that Pg. 399 of Tactic 17 
shows gathering data regarding collaboration patterns including frequency of interaction 
and with whom individuals discuss what is important and valued in the organization. 
However, on Pg. 399, the survey asks employees "[w]ith whom they discuss ideas, 
innovations, and better ways of getting things done?" and as such, only relates to the 
quality of interaction component or level of communication component. There is no 
description of a joint work importance component or a joint work frequency component. 
A joint work component includes the process of achieving the primary goals of the thrust 
areas of the collaborative relationship, and generally forms a motivating force behind 
establishing and continuing the relationship between two distinct entities. There is no 
suggestion of a joint work component or the sub-components of the respective level of 
joint work importance (e.g., how important is joint work between the two distinct entities 
in the collaborative relationship) and joint work frequency {e.g., how often do individuals 
within the two distinct entities participate in joint work projects). 

Tactic 17 fails to teach or suggest a model that analyzes data related to four 
distinct components to arrive at weighted values for each of the respective components, 
where the model generates a single quantitative and objective output value. Applicants' 
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output value is then used to determine a condition of the collaborative relationship. 
Instead, Tactic 17 merely reiterates the prior art status of analysis, where a graphical 
network map must be subjectively interpreted. Such an interpretation lacks reliability to 
be sufficient to be used to objectively compare collaborative relationships at different life 
stages of a collaborative relationship or to evaluate entirely distinct collaborative 
relationships. As such, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsiders 
the rejections of independent Claims 42 and 43 and their dependent Claims 2-5, 7, 9 , 
12-16, 18-21, 23, 25, 28, 30, and 31. 

In addition, the following dependent claims further define over the cited Tactic 17 
reference. Dependent Claim 14 provides a model that assigns a relative weighted value 
to each of the claimed components {i.e., to the level of joint work, to the level of 
communication, to the quality of interaction, and to connectivity of social structure of 
relationship) that is weighted to provide a total value for all of the components that 
relates to the output value of the model. While Pg. 399 may provide a quantitative value 
or score for the frequency of interaction for certain employees. Tactic 17 is entirely 
devoid of any teaching that each respective component should be weighted, much less 
that each should be generated within a model that further generates a single 
quantitative output value. In this regard, Claim 14 is not anticipated by Tactic 17, 
because it fails to describe limitations of the claimed invention. As such. Claim 14 is not 
anticipated by the Tactic 17 reference for this additional reason. 

Dependent Claim 3 recites tracking each of the respective components of the 
model as a function of time, namely tracking each of: a level of joint work, a level of 
communication, a quality of interaction, and a connectivity of social structure of the 
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relationship, as a function of time. Tlie Office Action merely points to Pg. 399, which 
states that data is gathered regarding frequency of interaction. At best, this relates to 
the quality of interaction component or a level of communication component, but hardly 
provides tracking each of the respective components as a function of time, within a 
model as recited in Claim 3. Thus, Claim 3 is patentable for this further reason. 

Dependent Claim 4 recites a function of time that corresponds to a stage of a life 
cycle of the collaborative relationship. While the Office Action points to Pg. 398, this 
section describes selection of important "players" that should be surveyed within an 
organization to ensure different departments are represented by such players during 
selection for surveying to ultimately generate the network map (including from research 
and development, manufacturing, operations, sales, and the like). See e.g., Pg. 398 
Conclusion #4, which describes three steps to generate a network map including Step 1 
- selecting employees, departments, and outside vendors to be assessed (inclusion of 
all parties "touched" by organization necessary for complete understanding of emerging 
networks), which is further described under the heading "casting a wide net." Tactic 17 
does not describe a stage of a lifecycle of a collaborative relationship between two 
distinct entities, such as that shown in Figure 1 of Applicants' specification for example 
relationship {e.g., courtship stage, start-up stage, mid-term stage, and mature stage), 
that provides an ability to assess a collaborative relationship at different evolutionary 
stages of development of the relationship. There is simply no disclosure or suggestion 
of such a feature in Tactic 17 and accordingly, it does not anticipate dependent Claim 4 
for this additional reason. 
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Further, Tactic 17 has no disclosure of a communication importance component, 
such as recited in dependent Claim 7. A communication importance component relates 
to how valued or important the act of communicating is between members of the 
respective entities involved in the collaborative relationship. See for example, 
Paragraph 46 of Applicants' specification. However, Pg. 399 of Tactic 17 asks "wrth 
whom do you discuss ideas, innovations, and better ways of getting things done?" 
(emphasis added) under the caption of having employees fill out a survey relating to 
"how frequently [employees] interact with their co-workers." Tactic 17 fails to provide 
any description of a communication importance component, because while the question 
on Pg. 399 might relate to a quality of interaction component or a level of 
communication component, nowhere in Tactic 17 is there provided the teaching 
necessary to anticipate Claim 7 for this additional reason. 

Similarly, the concept of a model incorporating at least one component that 
employs "systems dynamics," as recited in Claim 12 and recognized in the art is entirely 
absent from Tactic 17. Systems dynamics is well known to those of skill in the art as a 
specific theory that provides for modeling and simulating dynamic systems. See 
Applicants' specification at Paragraphs 34-36. There is simply no teaching or 
suggestion of employing such a method in Tactic 17. Pg. 396 is entirely devoid of any 
such teaching and as such does not anticipate Claim 12 for this additional reason. 

For all of these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejected claims 
are patentable over the cited art and request the Examiner's reconsideration. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the indication of allowable subject matter in 
Claims 8, 10, 11, 13, 24, 26, 27, and 29 (which would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent fomi). Applicants note that new independent Claim 44 incorporates the 
subject matter of Claim 8, rewritten in independent fomi. However, in view of the 
arguments above, Applicants believe that all pending claims contain patentable subject 
matter defining over the cited art and respectfully request allowance thereof. 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 



Respectfully submitted, 





Anna M. Budde 
Reg. No. 35,085 



HARNESS, DICKEY & PIERCE, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 



Jennifer M. Woodside Wojtala 
Reg. No. 50,721 
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Correspondence Address: 

Kathryn A. Marra 

General Motors Corporation 

Legal Staff - Mail Code 482-C23-B21 

PO Box 300 - 300 Renaissance Center 

Detroit, Michigan 48265-3000 

Ph: 313-665^708 

Fax: 313-665-4976 
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